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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS. 

WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 
• Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(8). in no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
eamed patent tenm adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )S Responsive to communicatjon(s) filed on 05 October 2007 , 
2a)S This action is FINAL. 25)0 This action Is non-final. 

3) 0 Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1-12 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) 0 Claim{s) is/are allowed. 

6) 13 Claim(s) 1.3-5.7 and 9-11 is/are rejected. 

7) ^ Claim(s) 2,6.8 and 12 is/are objected to. 

8) n Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) n The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)S The drawing(s) filed on 15 December 2003 is/are: a)[3 accepted or b)S objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
1 1 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-1 52. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)0 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)n All b)n Some * c)^ None of: 

1 .D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2.n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 



3.n Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 



Attachment(s) 

1 ) CH Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-413) 

2) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) Paper No(s)/Majl Date. . 

3) □ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO/SB/08) 5) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date . 6) □ Other: . 



U.S. Patent and Trademart< Office 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Drawings 

The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .83(a). The drawings must show every 
feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, the width of an activation layer 
including the LDD region or offset region is shorter than a distance between the primary crystal 
grain boundaries must be shown or the feature(s) canceled Ifrom the claim(s). Figures 5 and 6 
show the width of the LDD or offset region (indicated as region "II") is shorter than the distance 
between the primary crystal grain boundaries, but they do not show that the width of the entire 
activation layer is smaller than that distance. No new matter should be entered. 

Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in reply to 
the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement drawing 
sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, 
even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure number of an amended drawing 
should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure is to be canceled, the appropriate figure 
must be removed from the replacement sheet, and where necessary, the remaining figures must 
be renumbered and appropriate changes made to the brief description of the several views of the 
drawings for consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the 
renumbering of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an 
application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will 
be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The 
objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC§102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

Claims 1, 3-5, 7, and 9-1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Oka et al (US Pat. 6,184,541, hereinafter Oka). 

Regarding claims 1, 4, 5, 7, 10, 1 1, 13, and 14, Figures la and lb of Oka disclose a TFT 
comprising a light doped drain (LDD) region (portion of region 4 included in width "d", on the 
right side) and a plurality of primary crystal grain boundaries 2 (boundaries perpendicular to 
current direction), wherein the TFT is formed so that the primary crystal grain boundaries of a 
polysilicon substrate 3 are positioned in channel 8, source 6, and drain 7 regions, but not 
positioned in the LDD region. Regarding claims 4, 7, 10, and 14, Oka discloses the TFT is used 
in an LCD display. Note that the portion of region 4 denoted by the width "d" can be considered 
the LDD region, since the other portion of region 4 was doped with additional impurities during 
heat treatment (col. 3, lines 60-66). Therefore, the other portion of region 4 would no longer be 
considered "lightly doped". Also, the portion denoted by width "d" could at least be considered 
an "offset region". 
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Regarding claims 3 and 9, the limitation "the polysilicon substrate is formed by 
sequential lateral solidification (SLS)" is merely a product-by-process limitation that does not 
structurally distinguish the claimed invention over the prior art. The patentability of a product 
does not depend on its method of production. If the product in the product-by-process claim is 
the same as or obvious from a product of the prior art, the claim is xmpatentable even though the 
prior product was made by a different process. In re Thorpe, 227 USPQ 964, 966. 

Allowable Subject Matter 
Claims 2, 6, 8, and 12 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. 

Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments filed October 5, 2007 have been fiilly considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant argues regarding Oka that "the entire region 4 having a low concentration is 
the LDD region, not just a portion "d" of region 4, as alleged in the Office Action". The 
Examiner respectfully disagrees. The previous Office Action explained why just the portion "d" 
may be considered to be the LDD region. Further, the claim states that the primary grain 
boundaries are not positioned in the LDD or offset region. As explained in the previous Office 
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Action, the region "d" could at the very least be considered the offset region, since an "offset 
region" can be any arbitrarily defined region. Applicant further argues that: 

"no where does Oka disclose that the other portion of region 4 was doped with additional impurities during 
heat treatment, as alleged in the Office Action. At most, Oka discloses that the impurity 14 diffuses from the high 
concentration region 5 into the low concentration region along the grain boundary when the heat treatment that 
activates the impurities is provided (column 13, lines 61-64)". 

It appears that Applicant does not necessarily disagree with the Examiner's position, but 

instead simply disagrees with the Examiner's characterization of the impurity diffusion as 
"doping". Whether or not the diffusion process is referred to as doping is irrelevant since the end 
result is the same. As acknowledged by Applicant, impurities diffuse into region 4. As 
disclosed by Oka, the diffusion stops at the grain boundary running perpendicular to the channel 
direction (see Figure lb of Oka, and col. 3, line 64 - col. 4, line 3). Therefore, the region labeled 
"d" has a low impurity concentration than the other portion of region 4. Hence, the region 
labeled "d" can the lightly doped portion (relative to the other portion of region 4). Furthermore, 
as explained above, this portion labeled "d" (which does not contain any primary grain 
boundaries) could alternatively be considered the "offset region". 

Applicant argues regarding claims 3 and 9 that "different processes product different 
products as can be seen in the attached images of various crystallization structures due to 
different crystallization methods". However, these arguments are not persuasive. Applicant has 
not provided evidence to show how the claimed process necessarily results in a different 
structvu'e from that disclosed by Oka. Applicant has simply provided pictures from an unknown 
source of various different crystallization techniques, with no indication if any of those 
techniques shown are the same as the crystallization method disclosed by Oka. Further, 
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Applicant is reminded that arguments of counsel cannot take the place of evidence in the record. 
In re Schulze, 346 F.2d 600, 602, 145 USPQ 716, 718 (CCPA 1965); In re Geisler, 116 F.3d 
1465, 43 USPQ2d 1362 (Fed. Cir. 1997). 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated fi:'om the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Matthew C. Landau whose telephone number is 571-272-1731. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 9:00AM - 5:30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessfiil, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ken Parker can be reached on 571-272-2298. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for pubUshed applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2815 



